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REMARKS 

The Applicanl docs not believe thai examination of the Ibrceoing 
response will result in the introduulion of new matier hito the present application 
for invenlion, rherefore, the Applicant, respecttlilly, requests that this response 
be entered in and that the claims to the present applicaUon, kindly, be 
reconfitdered. 

The Final Office Action dated October 28, 2005 has been received 
and considered hy ihc Applicants. Claims 1 -1 4 arc pending in the present 
application for invention. Claims 1 -1 4 are rejected by tJie October 28, 2005 Final 
Office Action. 

The Final Office Action rejecLs Claims 1, 3, 6, 7, R J 1, 13 and 
14 as being anticipated under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §102(c) by I J.wS. Patent 
No. 6,839,680 issued to Liu et al (hereinafter Liuetal.V The Applicant, 
respectfully points out that the MPFP ui §2131 states that a "claim is anticipated 
only if each and every clement as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly 
or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." Verde^aal Jims. v. Union 
on Co. ofCaliforma^ 814 F.2d 628, 631, 21JSPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
The MPEP at §2 1 3 1 further slates regarding anticipation that ihc "identical 
invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." 
Ricliardson v. Suzuki Motor Co,, 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1 913, 1920 
(Fed. Cir. 1989). 

The rejection contends diat J^u etal. disclose tlie elements defined by 
Claim I . The Applicant, a^spcctfiilly, disagrees with these contentions contained within 
the Final Office Acti<>n. Rqectctl Claim 1 defines subject matter for an arrangement for 
distributing content (200), comprising an aggregator (101) arranged for bundling the 
content (200) according to a segment profile (209) and distributing the content (200) to a 
receiving device (1 20), the receiving device (120) comprising user profile maintenance 
nic^ (21 0) for maintaining a user profile (2 1 1 ), and profile trajismitting metms (21 2) for 
transmitting the user profile (21 1) to a profiling center (220), the profiling center (220) 
being arranged for aggr^ating user prDliks (211) received from plural receiving devices 
(1 20) into an aggregated profile (221 ), and for making the aggicgated proHIc (221) 
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available to the aggregator (101) for use as the segment profile (209). The arrangement 
defined by Claim 1 is illustnitcd in Hg. 2 as reference numeral 1 00. 

In the Response to Arguments Section^ begiTinifig on the top of page 3 of 
the Final Office Action, the iixaminer stales Lhi ct a1. teach an aggregator (UuctaJL at 
col. 18, lines 60-65; and ci)K 20, lines 54-60) that aggregates user prolile information into 
an aggregated profile and enabling the aggregated profile information i(j be made 
available on a web server ( JJuetflJ. at col. 2 1 , lines 16-1 8; col. 30» lines 39-43 and coL 
40, lines 44-60). The Examiner then states that Liuet al. teach n^aking the user profile 
available to a central hub for aggregation (T.iu et al. at coL 18, lines 50-53; and coK 1 8, 
lines 60-65). Tt appeara that (he Examiner's position is that the aggregation of user 
profiles and of user proliles within a database Liu et al anticipates the subject matter 
defined by rejected claim 1 for making the aggregated profile available to the aggregator 
lor use as the scgn^ent profile. The Applicant disagrees. 

The elements defined by rejected Claim 1 create a feedback loop. In aiis 
feedback loop, the aggregator biuidles the content according lo the segment pn>file that is 
used to create a user profile. The segment profile is derived from aggregated user 
profiles. The Applicant, respectfully, points Out that m order to anticipate rejected Claim 
1 , a rcfercnee (here T.iu et al.) must disclose a user profile created according to a segment 
profile, wiieroin the segment profile is itself an aggregation of tiser profiles. There is no 
disclosure or suggestion of this type of arrangement wltliin Liu pt aL Furthermore, it 
should be noted that the rejection does not address the subject matter for the aggregator 
(101) iimmged for bundling the content (200) according lo a segment profile (209) that is 
defined by rejected Claim 1 . Therefore, all of the elements are nut addressed by the 
rejection contained in the Final Office Action. 

The rejection itself states that T.iuel al . teach the receiving device 
comprising user profile maintenance means for generating and maintaining a user pn>fi]e 
at coK 6, lines 1 1-17: col. 24, lines 38-40; and col. 4U lines 4-10. The Applicant, 
respectfully, points out thai Liu et al. teach at col. 6, lines 11-17 generating visitor profile 
iniorraation; at coL 24, Jine.s 38-40 Liuet al. teach a profile service responsible for 
generating and maintaining user profiles; and at col. 41 , lines 4-10 Liu et al. teach 
maintenance of local and global profiles- The rejection further states that Liu ct al. teach 
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trmismitting the user prolile u> a pn)liling center with the hub of Liuctal. being read a.s 
tbc profiling center. The rejection then asserts that the profiling ccnlor within Liu ct al. is 
au'miged for aggregating user profiles received from plural receiving devices into an 
aggregated profile (col 6, lines 19-23; and col. 18, lines 50-53)- 

TTie rejecliun Ihen alleges lliat the profiling center within Liu et aL make 
the siggreguted pTt>filt; available to the aggregator for use as the segment profile at col. 1 5^ 
lines 42-48 and col. 1 8, lines 20-25. The Applicant, respectfully, points out that T.iuetal. 
at col. 1 5, h'nes 42-48 discuss the (ilubal Category Tree Service 504 that maintains and 
distdbuties a collection oj' categories. The GU)biil Category free Service 504 (actually 
604 in Fig. 6) that is being discussed by Liuetal. is not part of the hub but pari of the 
Global Services 1 12. Furthermore, the Global Category Tree Service 504 **maintains and 
distributes a standard collection of categories". It should be noted that the stxindard 
collection of categories available from the Global Category Tree Service 504 are not user 
pn>nies but a common framework of categories from wliich interest infomiation from 
many dilTerenl web sites can be mca^sured (see col. 13, lines 46-48). 

Liuetal- at coL 1 8, lines 20-25 discuses processing that occurs wilhin a 
spoke of Liuetal. The Applicant, respectfiilly, asserts that Liu et al. does not di.sclose^ 
or sugge^a, the hub making (he aggregated profile available in the least. More 
specilically, it is the Web Server (which is clearly not the hub and therefore should not be 
read as the profiling center dcfmcd by tlic rejected claims) tliat make the profiles 
available to the huh. ITie Applicant, respectftilly, points out that at this point there is no 
anticipation because all the elements as defined by the rejected claims are not found. 
There is no disclosure, or suggestion, within Liu ct aL for the hub to make available to the 
Web Server the aggregiiled profile for use as something tliat could rcasotiably be 
considered as a segment prolile. The Applicant, respectfully, point out that the rejection 
does not siddress how a hub or spoke within Liuet al. make available tlie aggregated 
profile available to Web Server for use as the segment profile. 

rhc Applicant, respectfully, points out that Liu et al does not disclose or 
suggest or the elements defmed by rejected Claiml. fhereforc, ibis rejection is, 
respcttfiilly, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 3^ the arrangement of rejected Claim I as discussed 
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above requires that the pryfilinfi center make Ihe aefiregated profile available io ihc 
aggregator for use as the segment profile. Rejected Claim 3 fiirther Ucfrnes subject 
matter for aggregating user jfmGks received from plural roceivii^ devices and for 
making the aggregated protile available to an for use as a segment prolilc. As previously 
discussed in tlic response to the rejection of Claim 1 , there is no disclosure or suggestion 
within Li uetal. for making the aggregated profile jivailabic to an for use as a segment 
profile. TherelbTc, this rqection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 6 fiirther narrows and dellnc Claim 1 . Therefore, Claim 6 is also 

believed to be allowable. 

Regarding the rejection to Claim 7, the Examiner a.<»erts thai Liq ct al al 
col. 4, lines 27-35 discloses tlic subject matter for the profile transmitting means being 
ananged for transmitting only a portion of the user profile which has been modified since 
a previous transmission of the user profile. Tbe Applicant, respcctftilly, disagrees. Liu 
gt al. at c4)L 4, lines 27-35 simply 55taies thai the system automalicsilly intcisrates that 
previous user history wilh data collected from new visits, Tlicrc is no disclosure or 
suggestion within. TJu et al. Ii>r transmitting only a portion of the user profile which has 
been mtxUficd since a previous transmission of the aser proiUc. I'herefore, this rejection 
is traversed ^ 

Regarding Claim 8, as previously discussed with respect to rejected Claim 
L the rejection asserts that the profiling center within Liuotal. make the aggregated 
profile available to the aggregator for use as the segment profile at col. 15, line?? 42-48 
and coL 18, lines 20-25. As previously discussed, in order for the foregoing assertion to 
be U^ue, the hub in Ljuetal. must make an aggregated prolilc available to something thai 
could reasonably be considered as an aggregator for use as something thai could 
reasonably be considered as a segment prolilc. I'he Applicant, respectluUy, points out 
that the Examiner does not indicate how the hub in L iu el al makes available an 
aggregated profile to something that could reasonably be considered as an aggregator for 
use as something that could rea-sonably be considered as a segment profile, Liu et al, at 
col. 15, lines 42-48 discuss the global category tree that maintains and distributes a 
collectiim of categories. The global category tree 604 in. Fig. 6 that is being discussed by 
Liu etnL is not part of Ihc hub. Liu ct al. at coL 1 8, lines 20-25 discuss processing that 
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occurs withixi a spoke of T.iu et aK The AppHcanL, respeclfully, asserts that Liu cLaL 

docs not disclose, or suggest, the hub making the aggregated profile available to 

anything* More specifically, it is the Web Server (which is clearly not the hub and 

tlicrcforc should not be read as the profiling center defined by the rejected claini:^) diat 

inakc the profiles available to the hub. Tlie Applicant, rexpeciftilly, points out that ax this 

point there is no anticipation because all the elcmcuts as defined by tlie rejected claiins 

are mil found. There is no disclosure, ur suggestion, widiin Liuet aK for the hub 202 to 

make available to the Web Server 102 the aggregated profile for use as something that 

could reasonably be considered as a segment profile. The Applicant, respectfully, point 

out thai the rejection does not address how a hub or sp{7ke within Liu el al. inake 

available the aggregated profile available to Web Server for use as the segment profile. 

Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully^ traversed. 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Ihe rejection alleges that Liu ct al. at col 15, lines 
42-4R; col. I K:, lines 20-25 and col. 40, lines 44-60 disclose the subject matter for making 
the aggregated filed availsible by distributing content bundled according to die segment 
profile. The rejection then alleges that the profiling center within Liu et at, make the 
aggregated profile available to the aggregator for use as the segment pnilile at col. 1 5, 
lines 42-48 and coL 18, lines 20-25. The Applicant, rcspcctflilly, points out that TJuet aL 
at col. 15, lines 42-48 discuss the Global Category Tree Service 504 that maintains and 
distributes a collection ol'calegories. The Global Category I'rcc Service 504 (actually 
604 in Fig. 6) Lhul in being discussed by Liu et al.. is not pait of the hub but part of the 
Global Services 1 12. rurthermore, the CJIobaJ Category tree Service 504 "maintains and 
distributes a standard collection of categories''. Tt should be noted thai the standard 
collection of categories available from the Global Category Tree Service 504 are not user 
proliles hut a ctimnion Iramcwork of categories from which interest information from 
many diiTerenl web sites can be measured (sec col. 15, lines 46-48). 

Liuet al. at col. 1 8, lines 20-25 discuses processing thai occurs within a 
spoke of Liu et al. The Applicant, respectfiilly, asserts that Liu et al. does not disclose, 
or suggest^ the hub making the aggregated profile available in the least. More 
specifically, it is the Web Server (which is clearly not the hub and therefore should not be 
re:id as the profiling center dellned by the rejected claims) tliat make the profiles 
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available to the hub. The Applicant, respectfuUy^ points out Ihsit at this point there is nu 
anlicipation because all the elcmcots as defined by the rejected claims are not found. 
Tlicrc is no disclosure, or .suggestion, within Liu etaL for the hub to make available to the 
Web Server the aggregated profile \ht use as something that could reasonably be 
considered as a segment profile. The Applicant, rcspectlully, point out Uiat the injection 
does not address how a hub or spoke within Liu ctal. make available the aggregated 
profile uvailable to Web Server for use as the segment profile, 

Liu et aL al col. 40, lines 44-60 makes no disclosure or suggestion for 
making the aggregated filed available by distributing content bundled according to the 
segment prt)lilc. 

i hereforc, this rejection is traversed. 

Claim 13 and 14 further narrow and define the claims from which they 
depend Therefore, Claims 13 and 14 are believed to be allowable, 

TPhe Office Action rejects Claims 2 aiid 12 under the provisions of 35 
u!s.C. §1 03(a) as being unaptcntahle over Liu el at in view of U.S. Patent No- 6,61 1,607 
isiiucd to Davis ct al. (hereinafter Davis et al.\ The Examiner states that Liu..eLaL 
disclose the subject matter defined by rejeclod Claims 1 and 1 1 except for the use of 
watermark technology. This assertion is traversed (see responses 10 the rejections of 
Claims i and 1 1 ). 

The Lixamincr*s position is that D avis ct al. teach the subject matter 
defined by rejected Claim 2 including the arrangemenl wherein metadata rcJalcd to the 
content is embedded by means of a watermark. The Applicant, respectfiilly, disagiees 
with the assertions contained in the rejection tliat Davis et a l, either disclose or suggest 
the subject matter dcllncd by rejected Claim 2. Claim 2 defines subject matter tor 
metadata related to the content being embedded into the content by means of a 
watermark- Davis etal, al col. 2, lines 32-38 states that l!ic watermark can be u$cd to 
decode metadata or to locate tlic metadata; not that metadata related to the content is 
embedded into the content by a watermark as defined by rejected Claim 2. Davis et aL at 
coL 2, lines 45-51 states that tJie watermark can be used to cany a key to decrypt^ 
decompress, descramblc, or locate metadata; not that metadata related to the content is 
embedded into the content by a watermark as defined by rejected Claim 2. To satisfy an 
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obvioiiiiness rejection, ihc content must be used as stated in rejected Claim 2. Ilie 
Applicant asserts that ihc subject mnter defined by Claim 2 is not disclosed or suggested 
by Davis ct al, Thererore, this rejection is, tespectftilly iravcrsed. 

Tbe Hxflniiner's position is lhai Davis et ah Usach the subject matter 
defined by rejected Claim 12 wherein meladala related to the content is embedded by 
means ol'a watermark. The Applicant, respecirulJy, disagrees with the asscriions 
contained in the rejection that Davis etal, either disclose or suggest the subject matter 
defined by rejected Claim 1 2. Claim 12 defines subject matter tor metadata related to the 
content being cnibedded into the content by means of a watermark. Davis et al. at col. 2, 
lines 32-38 stetes that the watermark can be used to decode metadata or to locate the 
metadata; not that metadata related u> the content is embedded into the content by a 
watermark as defined by rejected Claim 12. Davis ct al. at col. 2, lines 45-51 states that 
the watermark can be used to carry a key to decrypt, decompress, descramble, or locate 
metadata; not that metadata related to the content is embedded into the content by a 
watermark as defined by rejected Claim 12, Davis et al. at col. 5, lines 42-46 states that 
the watermark can be used to specify a clip to play and when to inidale playback of pans 
of the clip; not that meladala related to the content is embedded into the content by o 
watermark as defined by rejected Claim 12. Davis ct al. at col, 6, lines 30-32 states that 
in a copy protection application, embedded messages may convey information specifying 
how an application can use the content; not that metadata related to the content is 
embedded into the conlenl by a watermark as defined by rejected Claim 12. To satisfy an 
obviousness rejection, the content must be used as stated in rejected Claim 12. The 
Applicant asserts that the subject mater defined by Claim 12 is not disclosed or suggested 
by Davis ct al. rhcrefore, this rejection is, respectful ly traversed. 

The Office Action rejects Claim 4, 5, 9 and 10 under the provisions 
of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unaptcntable over T.iucl a L iii view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,240, 1 85 is.sued to Van Wie et al. (hereinafter referred to as Van Wie el al.) . 
The bxamjucr states that Liu et aK disclose the subject matter defined by rejected 
claims excepl for rights tnanagctnent for inclusion in a righb' profile or a financial 
profile fn)m a financial clcarijighouse. The Examiner's position is that Van Wie 
etat. teach the subject matter defined by rejected claims for righta management 
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tor inclusioti in a rights profile or a financial prolUe fi:oni « financial 
clearinghouse. Claim 4, 5, 9 and 10 define subject matter fur the profiling center 
being arranged to aggregate rights management for inclnKion in a rights profile 
and tx) additionally aggregate a financial profile from a finaneial clearingjiousc, 
These arrangements are not disclosed or suggested by the cited .n;fcrences. 
TtM:refore» lhi!5 rejection is traversed. 
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Applicant is not aware of any addiliotial patents, publications, or other 
iiilbmiation not previously submitted io tlie Patent and Tradeniark Office which would b 
required under 37 Cl\\l, 1.99. 

In vie w of the foregoing amendment and remarks, ihe Applicant believes 
thai die present application is in condition for allowance, with Jnich allowance being, 
respectfully, requested. 



Please charge an)? required fees to deposit account 50-3745. Please 



Please address all correspondence ihr this application to: 
Michael R, Belk, Senior Intellecmal Properly Counsel 
Pliilips Intellectual Property & Standards 
Philips Electronics N.A. Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

BriarcUfFlVIanor, NY 10510-8001 USA 
{914)33.V9643, 



CERl n-lCATF OK IKANSMISSTON 
i hereby certify th»i this correspondence 
is being u^nftmitted on thi^ dalu via 

lacsimile transmission u> (371) 273-«300 AND addressed to: 
Mail Slop: AF 

COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS 
P.O. nox 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 13- 1450 

Uillc nf Trnnsmission: Fcbniary 7. 2 006 



credit any overpayments to the same account 



RcspectfiiUy submilicd. 




James 1>. Leimbach 

Patent Attorney lle& No. 34374 
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